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The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Ms. FURSE: At the
end of title Il (page 16, after line 3), add the
following new paragraph:

REDUCTION OF FUNDS

Amounts appropriated in other paragraphs
of this title are hereby reduced as follows:

From OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY,
$12,950,000.

From OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY,
$3,500,000.

From OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MA-
RINE CORPS, $1,750,000.

From OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR
FoRcE, $7,700,000.

From OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DE-
FENSE-WIDE, $9,100,000.

Mr. MURTHA (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, | ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, | am just
going to thank the chairman and the
ranking member for accepting the
amendment. | will not take any more
of the time.

Mr. Chairman, | rise to offer an amendment
that makes sense for the U.S. taxpayer and
that makes sense for our military transpor-
tation system. First, however, | want to ex-
press my appreciation for the excellent leader-
ship of Chairman YouNG and Ranking Mem-
ber MURTHA. Their collegiality is the hallmark
of this fine institution in which we work.

My amendment reduces funding for
USTRANSCOM—the transportation  com-
mand—by an additional $35 million. It will cut
out layers of unnecessary wasteful bureauc-
racy so that the Department of Defense trans-
portation system can operate more efficiently
and adopt practices more similar to those uti-
lized in the private sector.

The U.S. Transportation Command budget
is estimated at $4 billion for fiscal year 1997.
The General Accounting Office recommended
reducing that budget in order to encourage
making needed organizational changes.

Our defense transportation costs are much
higher than necessary. The Department of De-
fense frequently pays double or triple the cost
of the basic transportation, ocean freight, for
example, because of redundant bureaucratic
structures.

DOD’s transportation system is organized in
substantially the same way it was more than
a decade ago before the era of
containerization. Containers are a much more
efficient means of moving cargo intermod-
ally—a container can be trucked overland,
shipped across the ocean and then trucked to
its ultimate destination without being unpacked
at transfer points.

Mr. Chairman, my State of Oregon that is
perched on the Pacific rim knows about trade.
Our industries know how to move our products
around the world in an efficient manner. |
know that we can create a seamless,
intemodal transportation system that best
serves our national security needs. DOD has
begun to make some efforts in that direction,
but | believe organizational changes are need-
ed in order to achieve real savings.

| urge support for my amendment which will
build upon the outstanding work of the sub-
committee in implementing those changes.
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The CHAIRMAN. The Committee will
rise informally in order that the House
may receive a message.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MCCRERY) assumed the chair.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate agrees to the
report of the committee of conference
on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendment of the Sen-
ate to the concurrent resolution (H.
Con. Res. 178) ‘“‘Concurrent resolution
establishing the congressional budget
for the United States Government for
fiscal year 1997 and setting forth appro-
priate budgetary levels for fiscal years
1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002.”".

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Committee will resume its sitting.

The

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1997

The Committee resumed its sitting.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
YOUNG].

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in opposition to
the amendment because we are not ex-
actly sure what the effect of it would
be. Basically these cuts come from op-
eration and maintenance for all the
services. We have made substantial ef-
forts to substantially improve quality
of life for the people who serve us in
the military.

Mr. Chairman, having just been
handed a different copy of the amend-
ment, let me ask the question, is this
one not operational now?

Mr. Chairman, | yield to the gentle-
woman to answer the question. We are
not sure what amendment is pending.
It is difficult to get these amendments
at the last minute and not know ex-
actly what the effect might be. We
have been very careful in crafting the
bill to pretty much know what the ef-
fect of what we did might be.

Mr. Chairman, | would like to ask
the gentlewoman from Oregon [Ms.
FURSE], to give us some assurance that
her amendment is not directed at oper-
ation and maintenance for the services
that would affect barracks repair, for
example, or quality of life issues, edu-
cation, things of this nature.

| yield to the gentlewoman from Or-
egon [Ms. FURSE].

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, it would
help the Department of Defense trans-
portation system operate more effi-
ciently. It would be just directly at
that efficiency of operation for U.S.
Transcom.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, just to make sure that we under-
stand, the paper that | was given origi-
nally as the gentlewoman’s amendment
that did relate to operations and main-
tenance, that is not the operational
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amendment that we are dealing with
now?

Mr. FURSE. That is correct, Mr.
Chairman. | apologize that | caused
that confusion. | thank the gentleman
for his patience with me.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, we are willing to accept this
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Oregon [Ms. FURSE].

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. YOUNG OF
FLORIDA

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. YOUNG] on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the ayes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 396, noes 25,
not voting 13, as follows:

[Roll No. 239]
AYES—396

Abercrombie Chabot Ehlers
Ackerman Chambliss Ehrlich
Allard Chapman Emerson
Andrews Chenoweth Engel
Archer Christensen English
Armey Chrysler Ensign
Bachus Clay Eshoo
Baesler Clayton Evans
Baker (CA) Clement Farr
Baker (LA) Clinger Fattah
Baldacci Coble Fawell
Ballenger Coburn Fazio
Barcia Coleman Fields (LA)
Barrett (NE) Collins (GA) Fields (TX)
Barrett (WI) Collins (IL) Filner
Barton Collins (MI) Flake
Bass Combest Flanagan
Bateman Condit Foglietta
Becerra Conyers Foley
Beilenson Cooley Ford
Bentsen Costello Fowler
Bereuter Cox Fox
Berman Coyne Frank (MA)
Bevill Cramer Franks (CT)
Bilirakis Crane Franks (NJ)
Bliley Crapo Frelinghuysen
Blumenauer Cremeans Frisa
Blute Cubin Frost
Boehlert Cummings Funderburk
Boehner Cunningham Furse
Bonilla Danner Gallegly
Bono Davis Ganske
Borski de la Garza Gekas
Boucher Deal Gephardt
Brewster DeFazio Gibbons
Browder DelLay Gilchrest
Brown (CA) Dellums Gilman
Brown (FL) Deutsch Gonzalez
Brown (OH) Diaz-Balart Goodlatte
Brownback Dickey Goodling
Bryant (TN) Dicks Gordon
Bryant (TX) Dingell Goss
Bunn Dixon Graham
Bunning Doggett Green (TX)
Burr Dooley Greene (UT)
Burton Doolittle Greenwood
Buyer Dornan Gunderson
Calvert Doyle Gutierrez
Camp Dreier Gutknecht
Campbell Duncan Hall (OH)
Canady Dunn Hall (TX)
Cardin Durbin Hamilton
Castle Edwards Hancock
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Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Hoyer
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kildee
Kim
King
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Longley
Lucas
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McHale

Barr
Bartlett
Bishop
Clyburn
DelLauro
Everett
Gejdenson
Geren
Hansen

Bilbray
Bonior
Callahan
Ewing
Forbes

McHugh
Mclnnis
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Menendez
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Moorhead
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Richardson
Riggs
Rivers
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Roth
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Sabo
Salmon
Sanders
Sanford

NOES—25

Hefley
Hostettler
Hunter
Johnson, Sam
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
MclIntosh
Meek
Montgomery
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Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Schroeder
Scott
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Skaggs
Skeen
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thornton
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Williams
Wilson
Wise

Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

Pickett
Reed
Sisisky
Skelton
Stump
Talent
Taylor (MS)

NOT VOTING—13

Gillmor
Hayes
Houghton
Lincoln
Lowey

McDade
Moran
Schumer

O 1459
Messrs. BARTLETT of Maryland,
PICKETT, and EVERETT changed

their vote from “‘aye” to ‘‘no.”

Mrs. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas and Mr. YATES changed their
vote from ‘‘no”” to ‘‘aye.”

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, during roll-
call vote No. 239 on H.R. 3610 | was unavoid-
ably detained. Had | been present, | would
have voted “aye.”

TITLE 11l
PROCUREMENT
AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, ARMY

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, modification, and modernization of air-
craft, equipment, including ordnance, ground
handling equipment, spare parts, and acces-
sories therefor; specialized equipment and
training devices; expansion of public and pri-
vate plants, including the land necessary
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon
prior to approval of title; and procurement
and installation of equipment, appliances,
and machine tools in public and private
plants; reserve plant and Government and
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and
other expenses necessary for the foregoing
purposes; $1,308,709,000, to remain available
for obligation until September 30, 1999.

MISSILE PROCUREMENT, ARMY

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, modification, and modernization of
missiles, equipment, including ordnance,
ground handling equipment, spare parts, and
accessories therefor; specialized equipment
and training devices; expansion of public and
private plants, including the land necessary
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon
prior to approval of title; and procurement
and installation of equipment, appliances,
and machine tools in public and private
plants; reserve plant and Government and
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and
other expenses necessary for the foregoing
purposes; $1,044,767,000, to remain available
for obligation until September 30, 1999: Pro-
vided, That of the funds appropriated in this
paragraph, $16,938,000 shall not be obligated
or expended until authorized by law.

PROCUREMENT OF WEAPONS AND TRACKED

COMBAT VEHICLES, ARMY

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, and modification of weapons and
tracked combat vehicles, equipment, includ-
ing ordnance, spare parts, and accessories
therefor; specialized equipment and training
devices; expansion of public and private
plants, including the land necessary there-
for, for the foregoing purposes, and such
lands and interests therein, may be acquired,
and construction prosecuted thereon prior to
approval of title; and procurement and in-
stallation of equipment, appliances, and ma-
chine tools in public and private plants; re-
serve plant and Government and contractor-
owned equipment layaway; and other ex-
penses necessary for the foregoing purposes;
$1,500,414,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 1999: Provided, That
of the funds appropriated in this paragraph,
$175,600,000 shall not be obligated or ex-
pended until authorized by law.

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, | move to
strike the last word for the purpose of
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entering into a colloquy with the
chairman of the committee. Mr. Chair-
man, | wish to engage the chairman,
the distinguished gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. YouNgG], in a colloquy of im-
portance to my district and to the Na-
tion as a whole.

I would say to the chairman of the
committee, it had been my intention to
come before the Subcommittee on Na-
tional Security, which the gentleman
chairs, to ask for his support of an en-
vironmental restoration database cen-
ter at the Superfund site of the former
Olmsted Air Force base, now the Har-
risburg International Airport, which is
in my congressional district in Penn-
sylvania. However, knowing that the
committee’s preference was to proceed
without such amendments, | have in-
stead come to the floor of the House to

discuss my concerns about the
database center.
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GEKAS. | yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | thank the gentleman from
Pennsylvania for yielding to me.

I have read the information the gen-
tleman has provided to me about the
need for the database center at the
Harrisburg International Airport. We
see merit with the gentleman’s conclu-
sions that such a database center is, in
fact, necessary for the continued envi-
ronmental restoration of the former
Olmstead Air Force Base and that the
Air Force should fund such a database
center.

Mr. GEKAS. | thank the chairman. In
fact, for a sum of $123,000 over 5 years,
the Pennsylvania State Data Center
has proposed to professionally manage
and maintain the mountains of
Superfund data that have been col-
lected. 1 doubt that a better choice
could be made, since this is the only
data center for the entire Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania, and is also lo-
cated adjacent to the said Harrisburg
International Airport.

| pledge to the distinguished chair-
man of the Subcommittee on National
Security that I will report to him regu-
larly on the progress we are making
with the Air Force on this matter, as
this appropriation bill makes it way to
conference.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. | thank the
gentleman from Pennsylvania and will
look forward to the gentleman keeping
the committee informed.

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, as previously
discussed with Subcommittee Chairman
YouNG of Florida, | had intended to offer an
amendment to title Il, Air Force Operation and
Maintenance, of H.R. 3610, the fiscal year
1997 Department of Defense Appropriations
Act. My amendment would have addressed Air
Force funding for the operation and mainte-
nance of an environmental restoration
database center on the site of the former
Olmsted Air Force Base, a current Superfund
site in Middletown, PA.

The Air Force, which has been fully funded
by past Congresses to complete the environ-
mental restoration of the former Olmsted Air
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Force Base—now the Harrisburg International
Airport and other properties—refuses to fund a
site database center. The center, which would
serve as the final step in the site’s complete
restoration and deletion from the Superfund
list, would incorporate data from all current
and future environmental investigations. There
are two options available to the Congress: ei-
ther compel the Air Force to use the funds it
has already been appropriated, or obtain an
additional appropriation.

The Harrisburg International Airport [HIA] lo-
cated in Middletown, PA, near the State cap-
ital of Harrisburg, is situated on the immediate
and surrounding grounds of the former
Olmsted Air Force Base. The former Air Force
base is now a 1984-designated Environmental
Protection Agency Superfund site—referred to
as the Middletown Airfield Site. The site’s ex-
istence is due directly to the activities that took
place during the operation of Olmsted Air
Force Base from 1917 to 1967. For the last 13
years, an intense effort has been undertaken
at the local, State and Federal level to deter-
mine the nature of the hazardous waste left by
the Air Force when it closed Olmsted, the ori-
gins and locations of its spread, and the prop-
er remediation of the waste, all within the dic-
tates of the EPA Superfund designation and
with the goal of getting HIA deleted off the
Superfund list by the end of this year.

| have been involved with the HIA/Olmsted
waste site since 1983 when it was thought
that its inclusion on the Superfund list would
be the fastest, cheapest and best way to clean
up the waste left by the Air Force. In the years
since HIA was put on the Superfund list, the
Air Force, the Army Corps of Engineers, the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania—the current
owner of the land—Iocal, regional and private
entities, our late U.S. Senator John Heinz,
former Senator Wofford, current Senators
SPECTER and SANTORUM, Congressmen MUR-
THA, MCDADE, GOODLING, WALKER, and this
Member of Congress—along with many others
too numerous to mention at this time—have
sought to make the efforts at HIA a model site
cleanup program for emulation by other for-
merly used defense sites [FUDS] across the
United States.

As part of the cleanup effort, adequate
funds were dedicated in several Defense Ap-
propriations bills to provide for a full cleanup
of the site. At this moment it is doubtful that
all those funds have been expended. All par-
ties have understood that full cleanup meant
that follow up Superfund delisting the land in
guestion would be available for public and pri-
vate development.

Throughout the cleanup process, a huge
amount of data has been collected from the
several public and private environmental in-
vestigations conducted. A crucial part of the
current EPA-mandated delisting effort—and
any post-delisting development that occurs—is
the continued interpretation and management
of this data. Remediation could not occur
under Superfund without the requisite interpre-
tations of site data. Personnel at the Harris-
burg International Airport and post-Superfund
developers must be able to determine what
happened on the site, and any future environ-
mental questions that arise at HIA must refer
back to the data from the current cleanup ef-
fort. When all the current participants have left
the site, the only reliable reference source will
be a database.

If new contamination is discovered at HIA in
the future, the current data will be consulted to
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determine how to respond. In fact, if any new
contamination is found and determined to be
from the same source—Olmsted—as was the
previous contamination, the Air Force may be
called back to conduct new remediation ef-
forts. Or, in a worst case scenario, on-site per-
sonnel from the airport and localities might
have to make quick decisions about how to
deal with an emergency situation. To ade-
quately and accurately do this will require a
fully functioning and accessible site database.
If no database is centrally maintained after
HIA Superfund delisting—that is, after the Air
Force discontinues its work—the new remedi-
ation efforts will be much more difficult, much
more costly, and take much longer to accom-
plish, and any emergency response effort may
be critically flawed by the lack of necessary
data.

But, unfortunately, as we near the end of
the long march to delisting, the issue of who
will fund and maintain this database has aris-
en as a very serious bar to post-cleanup de-
velopment. The Air Force, through the Army
Corps of Engineers, refuses to either maintain
or pay for the maintenance of a site database.
The Air Force is wrong in their refusal. From
the very beginning, in the many meetings with
various Assistant and Under Secretaries of
Defense regarding HIA, it was fully understood
that post-Superfund site maintenance would
include a managed database and appropria-
tions were made with the database in mind.

The “Report of the Defense Environmental
Response Task Force” of October, 1991, sub-
mitted by then-Chairman Thomas E. Baca,
recommended that “* * * adequate resources
[be] available * * * for environmental restora-
tion and oversight at closing bases.”

As recently as this year, the Department of
Defense stated its support for the type of post-
remediation followup the HIA database would
allow. A February 22, 1996 letter from Sherri
W. Goodman, Deputy Under Secretary of De-
fense—Environmental Security—cites her sup-
port for the annual report to Congress of the
Defense Environmental Response Task Force
[DERTF], which she chairs: “The purpose of
the DERTF is to study and provide findings
and recommendations for expediting and im-
proving environmental response actions at
military installations being closed or re-
aligned.” Further, section 3.3 of the DERTF
report states: “Effective measures must be in
place before transfer of property to ensure
adequate protection of human health and the
environment.” And, in the same report, section
3.4—Liability For Subsequent Response Ac-
tions: “However, further cleanup may be re-
quired if the land use changes and the original
remedy, although protective for the anticipated
land use, is not fully protective under the new
land use.”

And, finally, and most importantly, | offer ex-
cerpts from the April, 1996, “Final Report of
the Federal Facilities Environmental Restora-
tion Dialogue Committee,” which is an EPA
advisory committee whose participants include
the Department of Defense. In its report, the
committee notes the importance of the role of
local governments in Federal facility environ-
mental restoration, stating that “local govern-
ments very often serve as first responders in
emergency response situations.” In discussing
the role of the Federal Government in the
Federal facility cleanup process, the commit-
tee states that policies should include:

“The identification and characterization of
contamination and the evaluation of health im-
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pacts on human populations are essential
parts of the cleanup process.”

“* * * provid[ing] access to resources, in-
formation, and training so all stakeholders are
able to participate in decision making.”

“Designating locations for access to infor-
mation appropriate and convenient for the af-
fected communities.* * *”

“* * * funding of preventative pollution con-
trol activities should be viewed as a cost of
doing business and funded in conjunction with
the activity causing the problem.”

Mr. Chairman, how can the Department of
Defense, in publication after publication, ex-
press a need for and responsibility of site
maintenance in the future and then deny such
maintenance as is proposed with the site
database for Harrisburg International Airport?
And, further, the Commonwealth of Pennsylva-
nia has offered the Pennsylvania State Data
Center, located next to HIA, to manage and
maintain the HIA site database for 5 years for
under $123,000. The State data center is a
public entity, a professional data center, and
an on-site location which has offered to man-
age a database for a very reasonable cost.

The phrase “penny wise, pound foolish”
seems appropriate here.

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania is on
record in complete support of the database
center, especially as it impacts the Harrisburg
International Airport. In a recent letter to Sen-
ator RICK SANTORUM, Elizabeth Sarge Voras,
Deputy Secretary for Aviation, states;

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania con-
siders this matter to be of paramount impor-
tance in meeting the airport’s operational,
preventive maintenance and repair, health
and safety, and developmental requirements.

The facts are these: | believe the Depart-
ment of Defense made a commitment to this
and other Members of Congress and the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania to manage
and maintain a post-cleanup database; the
Department of Defense has stated in a report
to Congress this year its commitment to post-
cleanup development and database manage-
ment at its waste sites; and, the Pennsylvania
State Data Center has offered the best
database management service at the best lo-
cation for the best price. Mr. Chairman, based
on the simple facts, | believe that the Commit-
tee on Appropriations may want to take action
in the future to persuade the Department of
Defense to fund this site database. We hope
that the Department of Defense—and specifi-
cally the Air Force and Corps of Engineers—
will see that the Pennsylvania State Data Cen-
ter is the best way to proceed and will make
available funds for the database from the ap-
propriations it has already been given by the
Congress.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows.

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, ARMY

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, and modification of ammunition, and
accessories therefor; specialized equipment
and training devices; expansion of public and
private plants, including ammunition facili-
ties authorized by section 2854, title 10, Unit-
ed States Code, and the land necessary there-
for, for the foregoing purposes, and such
lands and interests therein, may be acquired,
and construction prosecuted thereon prior to
approval of title; and procurement and in-
stallation of equipment, appliances, and ma-
chine tools in public and private plants; re-
serve plant and Government and contractor-
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owned equipment layaway; and other ex-
penses necessary for the foregoing purposes;
$1,150,128,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 1999.
OTHER PROCUREMENT, ARMY

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, and modification of vehicles, including
tactical, support, and nontracked combat ve-
hicles; the purchase of not to exceed 14 pas-
senger motor vehicles for replacement only;
communications and electronic equipment;
other support equipment; spare parts, ord-
nance, and accessories therefor; specialized
equipment and training devices; expansion of
public and private plants, including the land
necessary therefor, for the foregoing pur-
poses, and such lands and interests therein,
may be acquired, and construction pros-
ecuted thereon prior to approval of title; and
procurement and installation of equipment,
appliances, and machine tools in public and
private plants; reserve plant and government
and contractor-owned equipment layaway;
and other expenses necessary for the fore-
going purposes; $2,899,040,000, to remain
available for obligation until September 30,
1999: Provided, That of the funds appropriated
in this paragraph, $86,800,000 shall not be ob-
ligated or expended until authorized by law.

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, modification, and modernization of air-
craft, equipment, including ordnance, spare
parts, and accessories therefor; specialized
equipment; expansion of public and private
plants, including the land necessary there-
for, and such lands and interests therein,
may be acquired, and construction pros-
ecuted thereon prior to approval of title; and
procurement and installation of equipment,
appliances, and machine tools in public and
private plants; reserve plant and Govern-
ment and contractor-owned equipment lay-
away; $6,896,552,000, to remain available for
obligation until September 30, 1999: Provided,
That of the funds appropriated in this para-
graph, $227,600,000 shall not be obligated or
expended until authorized by law.

WEAPONS PROCUREMENT, NAVY

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, modification, and modernization of
missiles, torpedoes, other weapons, and re-
lated support equipment including spare
parts, and accessories therefor; expansion of
public and private plants, including the land
necessary therefor, and such lands and inter-
ests therein, may be acquired, and construc-
tion prosecuted thereon prior to approval of
title; and procurement and installation of
equipment, appliances, and machine tools in
public and private plants; reserve plant and
Government and contractor-owned equip-
ment layaway; $1,384,408,000, to remain avail-
able for obligation until September 30, 1999:
Provided, That in addition to the foregoing
purposes, the funds appropriated above under
this heading shall be available to liquidate
reported deficiencies in appropriations pro-
vided under this heading in prior Depart-
ment of Defense appropriations acts, to the
extent such deficiencies cannot otherwise be
liquidated pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 1553(b): Pro-
vided further, That of the funds appropriated
in this paragraph, $79,100,000 shall not be ob-
ligated or expended until authorized by law.

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, NAVY AND

MARINE CORPS

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, and modification of ammunition, and
accessories therefor; specialized equipment
and training devices; expansion of public and
private plants, including ammunition facili-
ties authorized by section 2854, title 10, Unit-
ed States Code, and the land necessary there-
for, for the foregoing purposes, and such
lands and interests therein, may be acquired,
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and construction prosecuted thereon prior to
approval of title; and procurement and in-
stallation of equipment, appliances, and ma-
chine tools in public and private plants; re-
serve plant and Government and contractor-
owned equipment layaway; and other ex-
penses necessary for the foregoing purposes;
$341,689,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 1999.
SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION, NAVY

For expenses necessary for the construc-
tion, acquisition, or conversion of vessels as
authorized by law, including armor and ar-
mament thereof, plant equipment, appli-
ances, and machine tools and installation
thereof in public and private plants; reserve
plant and Government and contractor-owned
equipment layaway; procurement of critical,
long leadtime components and designs for
vessels to be constructed or converted in the
future; and expansion of public and private
plants, including land necessary therefor,
and such lands and interests therein, may be
acquired, and construction prosecuted there-
on prior to approval of title; $4,719,930,000, to
remain available for obligation until Sep-
tember 30, 2001: Provided, That additional ob-
ligations may be incurred after September
30, 2001, for engineering services, tests, eval-
uations, and other such budgeted work that
must be performed in the final stage of ship
construction: Provided further, That none of
the funds herein provided for the construc-
tion or conversion of any naval vessel to be
constructed in shipyards in the United
States shall be expended in foreign facilities
for the construction of major components of
such vessel: Provided further, That none of
the funds herein provided shall be used for
the construction of any naval vessel in for-
eign shipyards.

OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY

For procurement, production, and mod-
ernization of support equipment and mate-
rials not otherwise provided for, Navy ord-
nance (except ordnance (except ordnance for
new aircraft, new ships, and ships authorized
for conversion); expansion of public and pri-
vate plants, including the land necessary
therefor, and such lands and interests there-
in, may be acquired, and construction pros-
ecuted thereon prior to approval of title; and
procurement and installation of equipment,
appliances, and machine tools in public and
private plants; reserve plant and Govern-
ment and contractor-owned equipment lay-
away; $2,889,591,000, to remain available for
obligation until September 30, 1999: Provided,
That of the funds appropriated in this para-
graph, $18,096,000 shall not be obligated or ex-
pended until authorized by law.

PROCUREMENT, MARINE CORPS

For expenses necessary for the procure-
ment, manufacture, and modification of mis-
siles, armament, military equipment, spare
parts, and accessories therefor; plant equip-
ment, appliances, and machine tools, and in-
stallation thereof in public and private
plants; reserve plant and Government and
contractor-owned equipment layaway; vehi-
cles for the Marine Corps, including the pur-
chase of not to exceed 88 passenger motor ve-
hicles for replacement only; and expansion of
public and private plants, including land
necessary therefor, and such lands and inter-
ests therein, may be acquired and construc-
tion prosecuted thereon prior to approval of
title; $623,973,000, to remain available for ob-
ligation until September 30, 1999: Provided,
That of the funds appropriated in this para-
graph, $77,225,000 shall not be obligated or ex-
pended until authorized by law.

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE

For construction, procurement, and modi-
fication of aircraft and equipment, including
armor and armament, specialized ground
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handling equipment, and training devices,
spare parts, and accessories therefor; special-
ized equipment; expansion of public and pri-
vate plants, Government-owned equipment
and installation thereof in such plants, erec-
tion of structures, and acquisition of land,
for the foregoing purposes, and such lands
and interests therein, may be acquired, and
construction prosecuted thereon prior to ap-
proval of title; reserve plant and Govern-
ment and contractor-owned equipment lay-
away; and other expenses necessary for the
foregoing purposes including rents and trans-
portation of things; $7,326,628,000, to remain
available for obligation until September 30,
1999: Provided, That of the funds appropriated
in this paragraph, $54,470,000 shall not be ob-
ligated or expended until authorized by law.
MISSILE PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE

For construction, procurement, and modi-
fication of missiles, spacecraft, rockets, and
related equipment, including spare parts and
accessories therefor, ground handling equip-
ment, and training devices; expansion of pub-
lic and private plants, Government-owned
equipment and installation thereof in such
plants, erection of structures, and acquisi-
tion of land, for the foregoing purposes, and
such lands and interest therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon
prior to approval of title; reserve plant and
Government and contractor-owned equip-
ment layaway; and other expenses necessary
for the foregoing purposes including rents
and transportation of things; $2,279,500,000, to
remain available for obligation until Sep-
tember 30, 1999.

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, AIR FORCE

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, and modification of ammunition, and
accessories therefor; specialized equipment
and training devices; expansion of public and
private plants, including ammunition facili-
ties authorized by section 2854, title 10, Unit-
ed States Code, and the land necessary there-
for, for the foregoing purposes, and such
lands and interests therein, may be acquired,
and construction prosecuted thereon prior to
approval of title; and procurement and in-
stallation of equipment, appliances, and ma-
chine tools in public and private plants; re-
serve plant and Government and contractor-
owned equipment layaway; and other ex-
penses necessary for the foregoing purposes;
$272,177,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 1999.

OTHER PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE

For procurement and modification of
equipment (including ground guidance and
electronic control equipment, and ground
electronic and communication equipment),
and supplies, materials, and spare parts
therefor, not otherwise provided for; the pur-
chase of not to exceed 506 passenger motor
vehicles for replacement only; the purchase
of 1 vehicle required for physical security of
personnel, notwithstanding price limitations
applicable to passenger vehicles but not to
exceed $287,000 per vehicle; and expansion of
public and private plants, Government-
owned equipment and installation thereof in
such plants, erection of structures, and ac-
quisition of land, for the foregoing purposes,
and such lands and interests therein, may be
acquired, and construction prosecuted there-
on, prior to approval of title; reserve plant
and Government and contractor-owned
equipment layaway; $6,078,539,000, to remain
available for obligation until September 30,
1999.

PROCUREMENT, DEFENSE-WIDE

For expenses of activities and agencies of
the Department of Defense (other than the
military departments) necessary for procure-
ment, production, and modification of equip-
ment, supplies, materials, and spare parts
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therefor, not otherwise provided for; the pur-
chase of not to exceed 389 passenger motor
vehicles for replacement only; the purchase
of 2 vehicles required for physical security of
personnel, notwithstanding price limitations
applicable to passenger vehicles, but not to
exceed $200,000 per vehicle; expansion of pub-
lic and private plants, equipment, and instal-
lation thereof in such plants, erection of
structures, and acquisition of land for the
foregoing purposes, and such lands and inter-
ests therein, may be acquired, and construc-
tion prosecuted thereon prior to approval of
title; reserve plant and Government and con-
tractor-owned equipment layaway;
$2,247,812,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 1999: Provided, That
of the funds appropriated in this paragraph,
$357,600,000 shall not be obligated or ex-
pended until authorized by law.

NATIONAL GUARD AND RESERVE EQUIPMENT

For procurement of aircraft, missiles,
tracked combat vehicles, ammunition, other
weapons, and other procurement for the re-
serve components of the Armed Forces;
$908,000,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 1999: Provided, That
the Chiefs of the Reserve and National Guard
components shall, not later than 30 days
after the enactment of this Act, individually
submit to the congressional defense commit-
tees the modernization priority assessment
for their respective Reserve or National
Guard component: Provided further, That of
the funds appropriated in this paragraph,
$103,000,000 shall not be obligated or ex-
pended until authorized by law.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida (during the
reading). Mr. Chairman, | ask unani-
mous consent that the remainder of
title 11l be considered as read, printed
in the RECORD, and open to amendment
at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OBEY

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | offer an
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 14 offered by Mr. OBEY:
Page 22, line 6, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: “‘(reduced by
$404,000,000)".

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, with the
end of the cold war, the Navy acknowl-
edges that they have no military re-
quirement for an additional nuclear at-
tack submarine. At the present time
we are cutting up dozens of sub-
marines, including a number of Los An-
geles class submarines, but the Navy
nonetheless decided that they were
going to proceed to spend billions of
dollars to build a new attack sub-
marine because they wanted to main-
tain the industrial base.

That is not a bad reason. | do not
argue with that. But the fact is that
from there on, what the Pentagon
wanted to do has been sidetracked by
the Congress and by the authorizing
committee. DOD essentially wanted to
build two submarines. They paid for
one last year. They wanted to do an-
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other one, not this year but the coming
year after this, but the committee in-
stead decided what they wanted them
to do is to build four different proto-
type submarines.

End result: We are going to be spend-
ing $4 billion more than the Pentagon
wanted us to spend to determine what
kind of attack submarines we ought to
be building in the future. My amend-
ment simply removes $404 million to
eliminate the congressional expansion
of what was originally a limited De-
partment of Defense decision in terms
of proceeding with the construction of
attack submarines.

Mr. Chairman, there is absolutely no
reason why we are building more than
two submarines except pork. The only
reason is that we have a competition
between a number of shipyards, Con-
necticut and Virginia being the two in
question here, and as a result, we are
going to wind up keeping both happy at
an additional cost of $4 billion.

Mr. Chairman, when this bill is done
today, we are going to go over to the
Rayburn Building and we are going to
be voting on the Labor, Health, Edu-
cation bill that requires us to squeeze
education, squeeze student loans,
squeeze job training, squeeze social
services, and yet we are buying into, in
this bill, the idea that we ought to pro-
ceed with this expanded acquisition of
attack submarines. That does not
make any financial sense, it does not
make military sense; it may make a
lot of political sense for the people in-
volved in the decision, but it is a
cockamamie way to go about meeting
a threat that does not even exist.

Mr. Chairman, | would suggest that
is all there is to the argument. People
will know where they are going to
come from. | do not see any reason to
take more time. | would simply urge
the Members, if they are interested in
meeting the requirement laid down by
DOD, rather than meeting the political
requirement laid down by the Congress,
they will save $404 million by voting
for this amendment.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, the vote we have just
had already reduced this submarine
line by $100 million. Without going into
a lot of detail why we need the new
submarines, the old submarines are
getting older and older. The fact is
that the Navy had planned to build 30
of these new attack submarines and do
them at one yard. We believe that the
idea of building all of the submarines
in one yard is not good for the tax-
payer. We believe that competition is
the smart way to go in dealing with
large military procurement programs.
The program in this bill provides for
competition. If we do not have the
competition, it is going to cost us a lot
more per submarine as we get into the
future.

I would just give one big example. A
few years back we were having a major
battle over aircraft jet engines. One
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supplier, one manufacturer, was mak-
ing basically all of the jet aircraft en-
gines.

We decided to go into competition
and we ended up with a strong competi-
tion between two aircraft jet engine
builders, and we got a better engine for
less money. The same thing will happy
to the submarines. So let us defeat this
amendment. Let us continue the pro-
gram as we have worked it out in the
committee and with the administra-
tion.

Mr. Chairman, | yield to the gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. BATEMAN].

Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the distinguished gentleman
from Florida for yielding to me.

Mr. Chairman, | think it is important
to understand that this amendment
undoes the agreement that was struck
last year, not just here in the Congress,
but between the Congress, the adminis-
tration, the Secretary of Defense, the
Secretary of the Navy, and the Chief of
Naval Operations of the Navy. This
completely undermines that agree-
ment, which would have the future sub-
marine construction program of Amer-
ica developed in two shipyards with a
competition for a series of the later at-
tack submarines following the procure-
ment of the first four. This totally
undoes that.

The gentleman speaks in terms of the
economy of having all submarines con-
structed in one shipyard. There is a lot
of logic to that, but his amendment
flies in the teeth of the logic by basi-
cally consigning all future submarine
construction to the yard which would
be the most expensive yard in which to
build. Every expert, everyone in the
Navy, has conceded that if we are going
to have but one yard to build sub-
marines, it could be built more eco-
nomically in Newport News, where
there is no overhead of other naval ship
construction and commercial ship-
building to spread the cost, whereas at
the other remaining yard capable of
building a nuclear attack submarine,
all of the overhead is attributable just
to the submarines.

The amendment makes no sense in
terms of a single purpose yard. It
makes no sense in terms of we in the
Government mandating where future
submarines will be built, rather than
having them built where competition
says they can be built at the most eco-
nomical basis for the taxpayers of
America. Heaven only knows, we need
the submarines.

The Secretary of the Navy wrote us,
saying that funding for this submarine
that he was eliminating was the high-
est priority for the Navy. The Sec-
retary of the Navy said the same thing.
The Secretary of Defense reaffirmed
his support for last year’s agreement.
Let us not undo it.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, this amendment was offered in
the Committee on Appropriations and
it was defeated on a very strong bipar-
tisan vote of 35 against, 12 for. | hope
the ratio is equally strong here. | ask
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the Members to oppose this amend-
ment.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in opposition to the amendment, and
ask for a vote on the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there further de-
bate on the amendment?

If not, the question is on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY].

The question was taken; and the
chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, further proceedings on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] will be post-
poned.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

Are there further amendments to
title 111?

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in support of
H.R. 3610 the fiscal year 1997 Depart-
ment of Defense Appropriations Act. |
ask my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting this bill, which provides the
bare minimum to keep the peace and
ensure that America’s military re-
mains second to none.

I am troubled that some fail to recog-
nize that the only guarantee of peace is
a strong America. Those who would
disarm, those who would further
downsize the military fail to under-
stand the basic concept of cause and ef-
fect. Like most dreamers they
steadfastedly refuse to cloud their
crystal clear vision with reality. Oth-
ers argue we can’t afford our military.
They argue that America cannot con-
tinue to spend funds on our defense.
This view is as dangerous as it is irre-
sponsible.

But don’t take my word for it. Walk
across the street. Go to the Library of
Congress. Pick up any history book
and read about the past. | ask the
dreamers to read about Nazi Germany’s
respect for their disarmament treaties;
read about imperial Japan’s respect for
other’s independence. Read this before
you vote. | ask the penny pinchers to
read about how unprepared America
and democracies were. To read about
how small our military was, to think
about what kind of world we would live
in today if that decade’s penny pinch-
ers had won their argument and
stopped the modernization of the
R.A.F. | shudder to think who would
have won the Battle of Britain and ul-
timately the war in Europe if they had
won that debate. These are the facts,
it’s history, it's there in black and
white for each and every one of you to
read.

I am disturbed that some of you ig-
nore these experiences saying that’s
old news. History is for the past and
mankind is different today. My friends
you are playing with fire. Remember
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we have a sacred responsibility to up-
hold the Constitution and defend our
Nation. If you remain unconvinced
take a few minutes and go to Arlington
National Cemetery. Listen to those
who speak so articulately in their si-
lence. Remember their sacrifices and
remember your responsibility to those
who are following in their footsteps by
serving America and defending free-
dom. Then stop and visit the Archives.
Look at our Declaration of Independ-
ence and our glorious Constitution and
remember your responsibility. These
are not mere pieces of papers. These
are the heart and soul of what America
is.

As Americans we can make only one
choice if we are to remain true to those
heroes who fell defending our freedom.
Our only choice is to vote for this bill.
A ‘“‘no” vote betrays those who have
made the ultimate sacrifice. A ‘“‘no”
vote jeopardizes the freedoms we hold
so dear. A ‘““no” vote is wrong for
America. My friends as we vote today
under the watchful gaze of our first
Commander in Chief—our greatest
leader—George Washington—be true to
his legacy—be true to America—and
vote ‘‘yes’” for this Defense appropria-
tions bill.

O 1515

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Vermont
[Mr. SANDERS] numbered 20 may be
considered as the Smith-Sanders
amendment at this point, notwith-
standing it addresses a portion of the
bill not yet read, because one of the
Members cannot be on the floor later
on.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, reserving the right to object, | do
so to inquire of the gentleman if this is
amendment No. 20 as printed on page
6287 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of
June 12?

Mr. SANDERS. If the gentleman will
yield, Mr. Chairman, that is correct.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | withdraw my reservation of ob-
jection.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF NEW

JERSEY

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, | offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment No. 20 offered by Mr. SMITH of
New Jersey: Page 87, after line 3, insert the
following new section:

SEC. . None of the funds available to the
Department of Defense under this Act may
be obligated or expended to pay a contractor
under a contract with the Department of De-
fense for any costs incurred by the contrac-
tor when it is made known to the Federal of-
ficial having authority to obligate or expend
such funds that such costs are restructuring
costs associated with a business combination
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that were incurred on or after August 15,
1994.

Mr. MURTHA (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, | ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, | thank my friend and colleague
from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS] for his
cooperation in working on this amend-
ment. We have been working on this
for some time now.

Mr. Chairman, if you thought tax-
payers were outraged and dismayed
over the revelation that the Pentagon
was shelling out $500 for hammers and
$600 for toilet seats, wait until they
learn that Uncle Sam is now subsidiz-
ing big corporate mergers and acquisi-
tions, which by design, are intended to
throw thousands of people out of work.

That’s right, American taxpayers are
footing the bill to merge, downsize, and
fire people. This is corporate welfare at
it worst.

Wait until the public discovers, Mr.
Chairman, that thousands of hard-
working Americans who have or re-
cently had high paying defense indus-
try jobs, got pink slips not necessarily
because of fewer purchase orders, but
because the Clinton administration’s
cynical policy of providing huge sub-
sidies for corporate mergers.

In July 1994, the GAO’s first and only
available report on just one subsidy ap-
proved for payment makes clear a con-
nection between payoffs and layoffs:
“The contractor’s proposed savings
were based entirely on workforce re-
ductions.” (GAO/NSIAD-96-80)

The amendment | am offering today,
which is cosponsored by Messrs. SAND-
ERS, DUNCAN, MINGE, DEFAZzIO, KLUG,
and NEUMANN, puts a stop to this out-
rageous and largely obscure policy of
subsidized downsizing until Congress
and the taxpayers receive some reliable
data on how much has been spent and
what the human and budgetary impact
of these subsidies are.

Make no mistake: Nobody is trying
to interfere with legitimate private
business decisions to merge. Of course,
the establishment of monopolies is a
different story. And nobody denies that
leaner defense firms have the potential
to save DOD some money on future
cost-plus contracts.

But when Uncle Sam crosses the line
between simply permitting mergers,
and actively promoting and partially
underwriting them, we have strayed.

Mr. Speaker, my amendment will end
this fatally flawed policy from inflict-
ing any more damage that has already
been done.

The Smith-Sanders-Duncan-Minge-
DeFazio-Klug-Neumann amendment is
based on common sense—because the
proponents of the Clinton policy have
not proven their case—they have not
even performed the duties that they
were required by law to do.
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Amazingly, the report by DoD called
for in section 818 of Public Law 103-337
has still not been released, even though
it was to be available by November
1995. This report was at the heart of
congressional demands for accountabil-
ity over these merger subsidies.

And when the hard data becomes
available, it may show that the Clinton
policy isn’t just antijobs, but a net loss
to taxpayers as well. GAO’s testimony
on this policy said the amount of re-
structuring costs charged to DoD con-
tracts ‘“‘could be substantial, possibly
involving several billions of dollars.”
(GAO/T-NSIAD-94-247) Furthermore,
GAO added that money spent on merg-
er subsidies was ‘“‘likely to place fur-
ther increased pressure on DoD pro-
curement budgets.”’

How can we, as guardians of the pub-
lic purse, just watch as money goes out
the door and nobody knows who’s get-
ting what and exactly how much this is
costing us?

To date, some 32 defense contractors
have lined up to receive some of Uncle
Sam’s corporate largess. Lockheed-
Martin is just one of those contractors,
but their requests could cost the tax-
payers $1.6 billion. Among Lockheed-
Martin’s approved requests for
downsizing costs is a proposal submit-
ted on January 31, 1996, to close down
the Astro Space facility in East Wind-
sor, NJ, which puts 3,200 jobs in jeop-
ardy.

Mr. Speaker, this policy is the direct
cause of some 3,200 layoffs in my dis-
trict alone, and it uses the tax dollars
of these every same people to do it.

Nor does anybody know what the net
impact of these layoffs are likely to be.
The premise, behind this policy are
fundamentally at odds with America’s
free-market economy. Firms merge
and restructure when they believe it is
in their best interest to do so. If Wall
Street lacks the confidence to under-
write a merger, why should Uncle Sam
come to the rescue, doling out the tax
dollars to make it work?

The flaws in current law are legion.
Current law says DOD can only pay out
restructuring costs if they see audited
cost savings. That sounds nice, but
what about the ripple effects of all
these layoffs? What about the lower
revenues realized and higher govern-
ment services needed to assist those
thrown out of work? What about the
reduction in competition as mergers
lead to monopolies?

This amendment is supported by a
wide variety of organizations and indi-
viduals. Charlie Marciante of the New
Jersey State AFL-CIO says ‘‘Repub-
lican Smith’s amendment ensures that
Uncle Sam’s reimbursement offers do
not prompt otherwise unlikely layoffs
and it also ensures that taxpayers are
not forced to pay for programs that put
people out of work.””

Steve Moore of the CATO Institute
described the policy as ‘“‘an egregious
example of unwarranted corporate wel-
fare in our budget.”” Dr. Lawrence
Korb, a former Under Secretary of De-
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fense during the Reagan administra-
tion, said, ““By this policy of subsidiz-
ing defense mergers and acquisitions,
the Clinton administration has already
created megacompanies that will stifle
competition and wield tremendous po-
litical power.”

Defenders of merger subsidies argue
that putting taxpayer money up front
to pay for restructuring will lead to
cost savings on future contracts. My
question is: Since when is it the obliga-
tion of the Federal Government to in-
ject itself into a firm’s decisionmaking
process by offering multimillion dollar
inducements to merge and downsize?

For defense contractors, the only
thing that seems to separate a good
business deal from a bad business deal
is how much money Uncle Sam injects
into the process. In fact, the former
CEO of Lockheed-Martin, Norman Au-
gustine, stated in congressional testi-
mony: ‘“‘specifically, had [DOD] refused
to [subsidize or reimburse] Martin
Marietta’s proposed General Dynamics
Space Division acquisition we would
not have made the purchase, certainly not
because of spite, but simply because it
would have been a bad business deal.”
(emphasis added) (HASC 103-56, page
46).

Furthermore, why should taxpayers
give a windfall to companies to merge
if it can be shown that they would have
merged anyway? And the idea that
Uncle Sam must share savings on cost-
plus contracts in order to give incen-
tives to defense contractors is seri-
ously flawed.

The fact of the matter is that when a
contractor restructures, they save
money for themselves and potentially
to DOD. With lower overhead costs dis-
tributed throughout the newly merged
organization, contractors pick up big
savings on both fixed and cost-plus
government contracts.

So when contractors tell you how
much money DOD may or may not
save, what they conveniently leave out
is how much money they—not us—are
going to save on existing fixed-price
contracts.

In fact, Secretary Deutch actually
conceded in congressional testimony
that lower overhead costs for contrac-
tors will lead to windfalls on existing
fixed-price contracts.

My colleagues, this issue should be a
no-brainer. We need to put a stop to
merger subsidy payments until we ac-
tually get some hard evidence that this
policy even comes close to being what
its proponents suggest. | think when
all the facts are in, you will agree with
me to Kill this policy outright. Let’s
take a breather from government-sub-
sidized ‘“merger mania’”’ and assess the
damage already been done. Support

the Smith-Sanders amendment to
H.R. 3610.
Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, |

move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, | want to thank the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
SMITH] for his strong efforts and will-
ingness to work with us on this very
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important amendment, and also point
out that the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. MINGE], the gentleman
from Oregon [Mr. DEFAzIO] and the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. NEU-
MANN] are also cosponsors and working
with us on this effort.

Mr. Chairman, let me begin by
thanking the chairman, Mr. YOUNG,
and the ranking member, Mr. MURTHA,
and all the Members of the House for
the support that they gave me last
year for an amendment which | suc-
cessfully offered, which stopped the
disgrace of the Pentagon providing a
$32-million bonus for the CEO’s and
board members of Martin-Marietta for
their merger, and that is a merger
which ended up laying off at least
19,000 American workers.

Well, if my colleagues think the $32
million was a waste of taxpayers’ dol-
lars, then they better listen up, be-
cause what the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. SMITH] and | are talking
about today amounts to billions of dol-
lars. Yes, the taxpayers are providing
payoffs for layoffs. We are actually giv-
ing multibillion-dollar corporations
huge amounts of money in order to
merge their companies, stifle competi-
tion, and lay off American workers.
This is an absurd policy, it is a dis-
graceful policy, it is the worst kind of
corporate welfare, and it is a policy
that we should end today.

Mr. Chairman, the Members who
have come together to sponsor the
Smith-Sanders amendment have dif-
ferent philosophical points of view, but
we are in agreement that it is absurd
that the U.S. Government is providing
billions of dollars in taxpayer subsidies
to huge profitable corporations so that
they can merge and then lay off tens of
thousands of American workers. That
makes no sense to anyone.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment has
widespread support. It is supported by
the Taxpayers for Common Sense, the
CATO Institute, the Project on Govern-
ment Oversight, and also supported by
Lawrence J. Korb, the former Under
Secretary of Defense under President
Reagan.

Mr. Chairman, there are a number of
reasons why we should support this
amendment. First, we have a $5-trillion
national debt. We should not be provid-
ing billions of dollars in subsidies to
large corporations to lay off American
workers. Second of all, we have re-
ceived almost no documentation from
these companies as to what they are
doing. What they are saying basically
is, ““Don’t worry, give us the money,
trust us, we’re going to save the gov-
ernment money.”” At the very least, we
must have a clear outline of the net
savings, and we want to know what
savings will be effectuated.

Mr. Chairman, if we can believe this,
the Pentagon has never submitted any
of the annual reports required by law
on this program, and the first report
was scheduled to be due in November
1995. It has never been filed.

Mr. Chairman, in August 1995 the
GAO began their own investigation in
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spite of the inaction of the Pentagon.
The GAO’s first and only report on the
two companies that applied for and re-
ceived these payments stated that, and
I quote, the contractor’s proposed sav-
ings were based entirely on work force
reductions, end quote.

The GAO also found that in exchange
for free taxpayer cash up front, the
same companies—FMC Corp. and
Harsco Corp. BMY—projected out-year
savings fell 85 percent short of what
they originally presented to DOD. Fur-
ther, the GAO reported that only one
hearing has ever been held on a policy
the GAO has said could cost, quote,
several billions of dollars. The GAO
also reported that 32 contractors have
already lined up and put in requests to
receive merger subsidies. One hearing.
Billions of dollars.

Third, Mr. Chairman, we can agree
about the wisdom or lack of wisdom of
industrial policy, but | think every-
body here understands that it makes
no sense for the government to get in-
volved in the private sector so that we
can lose American jobs. That is insane.

I would support industrial policy if it
created decent-paying jobs. Some in
this body would not support any indus-
trial policy. The thing they must ask
themselves is why is the government
selecting certain very large corpora-
tions and saying to them, quote, the
taxpayers are going to help your com-
pany engender certain efficiencies, end
quote.

Essentially what the Pentagon is
doing is saying to this company,
“We’re going to help you, we’re not
going to help the other company.”
They are encouraging mergers. | think
there is a lot to be discussed in terms
of this whole issue.

Last, Mr. Chairman, it seems to me
that at a time when real wages in this
country for working people are in de-
cline, at a time when people are scared
to death about whether or not they are
going to have their decent paying jobs,
they do not want to see their tax dol-
lars going to large multibillion-dollar
corporations so that these companies
can then merge and lay off American
workers.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Vermont [Mr. SAND-
ERS] has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. SANDERS
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. SANDERS. In fact, Mr. Chair-
man, we should be standing in opposi-
tion to that policy. Our tax dollars
should not be going to that policy.
Imagine the worker from Lockheed-
Martin who has been laid off because of
the merger saying, ‘“My tax dollars
went to laying me off and to hurt my
family.”” That makes no sense.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

(Mr. DUNCAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, | will
be very brief because | understand the
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managers of this amendment have
agreed to accept it. | appreciate their
graciousness in that regard very much
but I also want to say that | appreciate
Mr. SMITH’s work on this and the work
of many others. This amendment, I
think, would have received widespread
support on both sides of the aisle. |
have been told that there are already
some 32 companies that have filed ap-
proximately 2 billion dollars’ worth of
claims under this program and | think
that if we had not been careful that
this would very quickly turn into one
of the largest boondoggles in the entire
Federal Government.

The gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
SMITH] and the gentleman from Ver-
mont [Mr. SANDERS] both made ref-
erence to the $92 million in bonuses
that were paid out in one merger, ap-
proximately a third of those paid by
the taxpayers. One man received a
bonus of $9.2 million. I do not believe
there is any way that he could have
really earned that type of bonus. |
think this is a program that really
would horrify most taxpayers if they
realized that it was going on and is
something that we have never done and
would not even consider, | don’t be-
lieve, for 99.9 percent of the small busi-
nesses in this country. I am pleased
that this amendment is going to be ac-
cepted, and | hope it survives in con-
ference.

Mr. SISISKY. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, | really did not want
to get into this fight here, but | have
been working on this same thing for 3
years. It seems strange that somebody
who is almost fighting a single battle
about privatization in this country and
worried about Federal employees has
to come up here and try to bring a lot
of sensibility into this.

The gentleman said that there were
no documents submitted and they are
right. They were supposed to submit
them in November 1995. Today | talked
to the Defense Department. OMB held
it up for some unknown reason, | can-
not imagine that long, but they will be
in in 2 weeks.
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As far as no documentation that the
gentleman said, | want to show this
body section 818 and what we did in
that, and then with the Defense De-
partment. This is all of the loops before
one penny can come out that they have
to go through and be signed off by the
Secretary of Defense or an Assistant
Secretary of Defense.

I want DOD held accountable when
they reimburse defense contractors for
restructuring costs. Section 818
achieves this goal. And | think the gen-
tleman from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS]
and the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. SmiTH] fully appreciate that. We
have certainly briefed their staff on
that.

They object to the payment of any
reimbursement whatever, and all of us
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understand why. | know in the case of
the gentleman from New Jersey |
would be the same way if a merger or
combination led to a plant being closed
in my district, and that is how | got
started in this out in California with
former Congresswoman Schenk, who
came to me, and that is why we had
hearings on it.

But the question is whether this is a
good policy. Should DOD reimburse re-
structuring costs? And | think the an-
swer is yes. Perhaps some of the reason
why is for over 10 years DOD procure-
ment spending declined more than 60
percent, 60 percent. There is a signifi-
cant overcapacity in the defense indus-
try, and that leads to higher overhead
and higher prices for defense goods and
services.

Yes, it is sad to lay off people, but it
is also sad for a plant to go into bank-
ruptcy and lay off people. We just do
not have enough business for all the de-
fense contractors. In some cases the
most effective restructuring comes
from business combinations, acquisi-
tions, and mergers. DOD reimburses
contractors for restructuring after ac-
quisitions or mergers that will clearly
result in overhead savings for DOD.
DOD provides this incentive because
the quicker a restructuring occurs, the
sooner the Department of Defense and
this Government saves money.

Restructuring costs are costs the
company incurs to combine facilities
and eliminate layers of management.
DOD pays a share of allowable costs,
such as severance pay, retirement in-
centives, job training, moving equip-
ment, and relocating employees.

Now, listen to this carefully. This
came from the Department of Defense,
I have not had GAO, although we have
had a report which came from GAO,
but DOD does not pay for executive
golden parachutes, good will, or for
gains or losses resulting from the
transfer of assets. No matter what
Members read in the paper, and | just
heard it now, DOD does not pay for ex-
ecutive bonuses that are contingent
solely on merger or acquisitions.

When | learned about DOD’s policy of
reimbursing restructuring costs, | held
hearings and wrote section 818. GAO
says it works because they want to re-
peal it. The industry wants to repeal it
because it is too hard to get that
money. Section 818 protects taxpayers
by forcing DOD to benefit from the le-
gitimate savings of restructuring.

For over 3 years DOD has negotiated
restructuring agreements that will
save this Government over $1.4 billion
by agreeing to pay restructuring costs
of about $300 million. | think that is a
heck of a deal for the taxpayers, and |
ask Members to oppose changes in a
sound policy and good law.

I have come out of the business world
and | think | know a little bit about
what is happening. | have a lot of pub-
lic facilities down my way, and what
we are trying to do now is reduce over-
head, no matter how we have to do it,
to reduce overhead. And this flies raw
in the face of just that.
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I ask, and | know that Members will
accept the amendment and | will not
argue with Members on that, but the
argument is not over yet because this
is the wrong policy that we are getting
ready to do.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. SiSISKY]
has expired.

(On request of Mr. Dicks, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. SiISISKY was al-
lowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SISISKY. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, | want to
commend the gentleman for his work
on this thing, and | have great sym-
pathy for what the gentleman from
Vermont, Congressman SANDERS, and
the gentleman from New Jersey, Con-
gressman SMITH, are doing, but | think
there is one other point that needs to
be made here. When we go from $135
billion a year in procurement down to
$38.5 billion a year in procurement, we
need less infrastructure, less industrial
base to handle those things, and it will
require some downsizing.

I think one of the things | have been
committed to, I know the gentleman
from Virginia has too, is to help when
these Government workers, and other
workers, private sector workers, get
dislocated, to try to have funds to help
them get retrained and back into some
new endeavor. But to think we can
completely avoid any downsizing when
we go from $135 billion a year in pro-
curement down to $38 billion, I think
we have to think about that.

Mr. SISISKY. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, therein lies the
problem, really. It is not an easy prob-
lem to solve, but we just cannot afford
to save everybody and save every com-

pany.
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | move to strike the requisite

number of words.

I would like to point out to my col-
leagues that we have discussed this,
and although the Department of De-
fense strongly opposes this, we think
there is some merit to what the gen-
tleman from New Jersey and the gen-
tleman from Vermont are trying to do.
We have agreed to accept the amend-
ment with the understanding that we
would certainly allow the Department
of Defense to come back to us with
whatever legal information that they
would have relative to this.

One of the reasons we did this was to
save a lengthy debate. If we are going
to get into a lengthy debate, we may
have to start getting into the details of
this and maybe we will not be able to
accept it.

So at this point | am prepared to ac-
cept it with the understanding that we
will have to take a close look at this
between now and conference, because
the Department of Defense is definitely
opposed to it.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH].
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The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OBEY

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | offer an
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. OBEY. Page 24,
line 17, after the dollar amount, insert the
following: ““(reduced by $314,100,000)"".

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | ask unanimous consent that all
debate on this amendment and all
amendments thereto close in 10 min-
utes, to be equally divided.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chairman,
reserving the right to object, could |
ask the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
OBEY], what weapon systems are cov-
ered in this?

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield, 1 do not want to im-
pose on the House a lengthy expla-
nation, but essentially what | am try-
ing to do is to eliminate six C-130-J
airplanes from this bill because we can
save $10 million a year by waiting until
next year to buy the same six planes.

So that is basically what | am trying
to do with the amendment, and | do
not really much care how much time
we have on the amendment.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chairman,
how much time was asked for?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. My unani-
mous consent request is still pending;
correct, Mr. Chairman?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
correct.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, does the gentleman want to
change the time?

The CHAIRMAN. The
from Mississippi [Mr.
has the time.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Forty minutes?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Twenty?

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Yes.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | withdraw my unanimous-con-
sent request.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, if there are
no other requests pending, might | be
recognized?

The CHAIRMAN. If there is no unani-
mous consent, the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. OBEY] is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, the Air
Force wants to buy C-130-J transport
aircraft but they only wanted to buy
one of them. The Air Force, instead, is
getting six more planes than they ex-
pected.

I do not really know whether they
need those additional planes or not,
that is up to somebody who knows a
whole lot more about the military re-
quirements of the Air Force on this
point than | do. But the problem is
that they do not need these planes for
more than a decade, and the real kick-
er is that the Air Force docume